dysfunctional and fallen bureaucracies, on the other hand. The ideal of the legal harmonisation thesis must be salvaged at all costs, whereas populist politics and remote bureaucracies ought to be disregarded in the path of such a thesis, a thesis which ought to promote the well-being of individuals, States and corporate actors alike. Complex as it is, the law harmonisation thesis could otherwise be perceived as the legal discipline's most perfect gift to humanity. This is a thesis which gives recognition to the nation-state but it equally posits that national considerations subside when wider legal considerations proceed beyond the local, the domestic and the national (always with the agreement of the domestic sphere).
It is cognition that provides one's trust in the harmonisation thesis, not belief. One's thesis in favour of the harmonisation of legal systems is not based on empty rhetoric or wishful idealism but on practical utility. As these lines are written, the world seems to be reverting, for a while, to nationalist and populist paths. Of course, such a phenomenon cannot halt the harmonisation initiatives which have already been agreed and tested in theory and in practice, as well as future harmonisation projects to be. However, the slowing down of such initiatives may be something which one may observe temporarily.
The realm of law otherwise sets the tone for the formal harmonisation of trade, human rights and laws which indeed transcend nation-states and systems. A harmonised norm is a superior form of norm. The vehicle for the harmonisation of systems is the nation-state. Equally, from the moment a state agrees to a harmonised norm it also normally agrees to the supremacy of such a form of norm to domestic law.
Beyond this, it is phobias and attitudes that keep peoples and nations apart from one another. The harmonisation thesis opposes such a state of affairs, for this is a thesis which opposes legal frontiers and barriers. In this respect, a world of perfect freedom in law is contemplated. Freedom is a fundamental ingredient of the harmonisation thesis. A world of free trade, genuinely recognising human rights and open socio-political systems are matters which operate at the heart of the modern harmonisation thesis. Let us not confuse such an environment of legal freedom, however, with abuse of the law; let us ensure that we do not surrender the harmonisation thesis to short-sighted political calculations; indeed, let us resist the temptation to identify the legal harmonisation thesis with the interests of technocratic elites and bureaucracies.
In any case, the legal harmonisation thesis must be about utility. Ultimately, legal harmonisation is about benefit and utility. As will be seen below, such benefit may or may not have to do with economic benefit (depending on the area of law) but, ultimately, the legal harmonisation thesis is about utility, practicality and benefit (whether political, economic or legal per se).
IDEOLOGICAL CO-ORDINATES OF THE LEGAL HARMONISATION THESIS
The law convergence thesis (which can be used as a synonym for the harmonisation of legal systems thesis) is characterised by a number of ideological features. Such features can be roughly divided into epistemic ideological features and ideological features per se. Thus, in relation to the epistemic ideology of the modern harmonisation thesis in law the following disciplines are of direct relevance: political science, law and economics. Furthermore, the phenomenon of harmonisation of systems is multifaceted; it expects:
• convergence of interests 1 (political test); • convergence of principle (legal test);
• comparison of efficiencies 2 (economic test); • materialisation of benefit (whether economic, legal, political or ideological).
The above come with a degree of conditionality; for instance, one would opine that the deferment of jurisdiction to the extra-national materialises on an implicit conditional basis.
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More narrowly, the precise philosophical ideological fundamentals of the law harmonisation thesis are found in Plato's one-over-many principle. Plato was the philosopher who first coherently and systematically examined the idea of the one in epistemic terms. As a philosopher, 1 'This [the project of legal unification] is political in nature, and must therefore be approached in a spirit of refinement and conciliation': R. David, 'The Methods of Unification ' (1968) he has, of course, offered us some of the most moving metaphors on our path to perceiving knowledge through reason. Fundamentally, it was in the Republic that the one-over-many thesis was crystallised. 4 But in one of his other works, Phaedo, he put the idea of one-over-many into operation when discussing aesthetics. The elegance of his thought has been manifested in the example of beauty and what it stands for according to him:
if there is anything beautiful besides Beauty itself, it is beautiful for no other reason than that it shares in that Beauty . . . nothing else makes it beautiful other than the presence of, or the sharing in, or however you may describe its relationship to that Beauty we mentioned, for I will not insist on the precise nature of the relationship, but that all things are made beautiful by Beauty.
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By extension, the ideology of harmonisation of laws must be one which analogically expects the participation, the sharing and the presence of a system in a circle of harmonisation. Recognition is, of course, made of the fact that systems are, presumably, whether by historical configuration, choice or accident, diverse. In conjunction with this diversity, just like in Plato's example of aesthetics analysis, the unity of and as between the participant systems of law ought to prevail and could prevail. One should add here that such unity is best achieved through means of democratic deliberation and participation. Finally, for clarity, unity through harmonisation does not exclude diversity from legal system to legal system and diversity, on occasion, may be very welcome indeed, especially in culturally defined and confined areas of law.
This brings us to the next point: the modern harmonisation thesis cannot but be characterised by democratic legitimacy. The harmonisation thesis through relevant norms may not always aim to and in itself democratise the domestic (even though it has, for example, through the European Convention on Human Rights judgments in Europe) but it would otherwise expect the circle of harmonisation to be based on democratic principle. Thus, a plurality of demoi is contemplated in our thesis. A universe of human actors is presupposed. In such a universe, the preferences of human beings come to prevail in determining the shape, the ethos, the structures and the features of democracy's laws. The whole of humanity is divided into such demoi (as opposed to being united in a single world demos). That is, humanity is necessarily divided into demoi (as there cannot be democracy in the absence of demos/demoi) and that division is a 4 Plato, Republic 596a: 'We are in the habit of positing a single Form for each plurality of things to which we give the same name'. force (though not an insuperable force) against rather than in support of convergence of laws. 6 Finally, the harmonisation thesis must equate to anything but a static state of affairs.
7 Our world is in perfect flux and old certainties vanish away in the face of new developments in almost all fields of life. What was a certainty yesterday is but a possibility today. Equally, probabilities of the past may manifest themselves into perfect certainties in the future. Law strives to meet the expectations of a humanity which operates in different ways to the ways in which it would operate only a few decades ago. It is, therefore, hoped that the harmonisation thesis will continue to evolve, as humanity does. In this respect, this monograph attempts to make a moderate contribution to the discussion relating to the future of the legal harmonisation thesis. 
